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Ideas as “possessitives”: Claims and counter claims in a children’s playground 
dispute 
Maryanne Theobald 
1.0 Introduction 
This paper examines the play activities of preparatory aged (4-6 years) children in a 
school playground. Focussing on a dispute about what game the children will play, and more 
specifically what the play objects will be used for, the paper highlights how the participants 
invoke play ideas as their own possessions to manage and control the unfolding play. Claims 
and counter claims are fairly common practice within children's disputes, yet we have much 
to understand how children negotiate the uptake of ideas for game objects. Grounded in this 
empirically stable phenomenon, the analytic focus of the paper is on children's claims to ideas 
as interactional resources in a dispute over the use of objects and game category to be played. 
In so doing, this paper demonstrates some of the finer details of children's social life within a 
peer group. 
 The school playground is a common and shared space to all its participants, including 
children and teachers. Within the playground, materials, places and items available are 
potentially “anybody’s” that is, the collective group of children who attend the school. 
Because of the nature of this shared space being “anybody’s”; matters of ownership and 
possession are seriously attended to by children in their everyday encounters with others. 
This paper first reviews literature of children’s disputes. Second, Sacks’s (1995) notion of 
possession is examined as this work provides an analytical starting point for examining the 
organisation of video-recorded extract of a dispute amongst three children in a school 
playground. Using an ethnomethodological approach with the fine grained tools of 
conversation analysis (CA), this paper shows how within the context of common space such 
as the playground, claims to possession of ideas and making up the game are interactional 
resources used by children to influence others’ uptake of the game that will be played.  
2.0 Literature Review 
2.1 Disputes in the everyday lives of children 
Play offers children times for negotiation and dispute as matters of “objects, play 
spaces and play scripts” are attended to (Church, 2009: 102). The issue of ownership is an 
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often-contested topic for disputes among young children (Corsaro, 1985) and one that has 
gained interest in research studies. For example, Church’s (2009) study of children’s disputes 
in an Australian child care centre revealed that children’s claims to ownership, referred to 
how long an object had been in their possession or a prior claim to the object or play space or 
their role in their creation of the play script. Butler’s (2008) New Zealand study of children in 
a school playground found that in the play activity “fairy club” a small group of girls (aged 6-
9 years) used institutional categories of school and the classroom to claim ownership over the 
events and roles of the other members of the fairy club. Australian researchers Cobb-Moore, 
Danby and Farrell (2008) investigated the interactional strategies of three boys (aged 4-6 
years) as they disputed who owns a building item in the game. They found the boys used four 
justificatory devices in their claims to ownership. These included “transferred ownership”, in 
which the member claims ownership because the first owner gave it to them; “first 
possession”, in which the member claims ownership because they had the item first, 
“custodianship”, in which the member claims they were taking care of the item for the 
original owner; and substantiation of a third member, in which the member provides evidence 
to support their original claim (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008). 
Authority over play roles, objects and who can play are topics of disputes in 
children’s everyday activities. Cobb-Moore’s  (2012 in press) Australian study explores how 
preschool aged children use the category of mother in preference to other categories, such as 
sister, and pets to display authority in their pretend play. Björk-Willén’s (2012, in press) 
Swedish study shows preschool-aged children using family role-play to accomplish and 
negotiate real-life matters in a pretend frame. Another Swedish study by Evaldsson (2007) 
shows how some girls managed the play access and inclusion of others by categorising them 
using moral descriptions of “good” or “bad” friends (Evaldsson, 2007: 377). The 
preadolescent girls made accusations, complaints, and judgements to exclude certain 
members or improve their own social position in the group. Sheldon’s (1996) study of 
children’s (aged three to five years) oppositional behaviour found that the allocation of roles 
by some members over others enabled children to successfully exclude others in the play. For 
example, two children successfully postponed the participation of another child by giving 
them the role of the unborn baby in the game. Sheldon showed that children’s oppositional 
behaviour is a “highly coordinated” practice (Sheldon, 1996: 74). In a similar way, Cromdal’s 
(2001) Swedish study uncovered how some children switched between languages to constrain 
the participation of other children. In other words, children’s successful access to play spaces 
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and entry into games was dependent on their collaboration with peers rather than their own 
social competence in gaining entry. These contributions acknowledge the serious nature of 
young children’s social endeavours in their everyday lives. However, how children negotiate 
which idea is used for the game has not been investigated thoroughly. This paper aims to 
further understanding of children’s claims to ideas as possessions as they negotiate the uptake 
of the game category to be played.  
2.2 On possessables and possessitives  
Sacks’s (1995) notion of possession, including two groups “possessables” and 
“possessitives”, provides an analytical starting point for examining children’s claims and 
counter claims in the playground. As Sacks explained, a “possessable” is an item that does 
not appear to have a clear designated owner or come from the group of items that are seen as 
“owned” by someone, such as a house or a car is seen to have an owner. Possessables are 
items that can potentially be “owned” by anybody - for instance a stone on the street could be 
picked up and claimed by anybody. Sacks observed that extra care should be taken with 
possessables because ownership can be so easily transferred. Games are perhaps possessables 
in the sense that ownership and thus control of the game, can be seen as transferable.  
“Possessitives” on the other hand, are items that when they are seen one might assume 
that the item has a “rightful owner” (Sacks, 1995). In other words, one cannot just pick up, 
such as a car parked on the street. One of the relevancies of possessitives, according to Sacks, 
is that one can use them to claim ownership of other objects. For instance, a coat that clearly 
belongs to a person can be used to claim a chair or table. Another person then, without named 
rude or worse, cannot simply take the chair or table. This is unlike an object that does not 
clearly belong to someone such as yesterday's newspaper, which can appear to be discarded. 
In this paper, the use of ideas by children can be seen to fall into this second category. One 
can't put down an idea and have it picked up by someone who can then claim ownership of it. 
In some instances, for example disputes over intellectual property, there may be contestation 
over who had an idea first, or of ideas being stolen. These occurrences suggest that the 
“taking” of an idea is in breach of ownership, which fits with the notion of possessitives.  
When thinking about ideas, whilst anybody can have an understanding of or the use of 
an idea, only the one who originally conceived the idea can be named as its owner. The idea 
of ownership relates to the doings and rules of the owner (Sharrock, 1974).  As Sharrock 
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(1974: 52) explains “ownership gives the right to do things and to decide what can be done”. 
The owner of the idea attempts to declare the rules for others to follow and assume a position 
of authority (Sacks, 1995). The finer details of how children use claims and counter claims to 
ideas when negotiating ownership of game categories are investigated in this paper.  
3.0 The Study 
This paper is informed by sociological perspectives concerned with the organisation of 
social action (Garfinkel, 1967). It draws on an ethnomethodological approach using 
conversation analysis. Ethnomethodology is especially applicable to the study of young 
children’s social practices (Cromdal, 2006) because of the close examination of participants 
engaged in everyday talk and interaction. It is “an organizational study of a member’s 
knowledge of his ordinary affairs, of his own organized enterprises, where that knowledge is 
treated by us as part of the same setting that it also makes orderable” (Garfinkel, 1974, p. 18). 
An ethnomethodological approach takes the everyday in situ experiences and uncovers the 
often unnoticed features in interactions to exemplify how members competently produce and 
manage their social interactions. Explicating talk-in-interaction within ordinary, everyday 
social interactions provides understanding of the social reality of the members (Sacks, 1995). 
This approach analyses in fine-grained detail the talk and interactions of young children as 
they engage in their daily interactions with each other. The study of “practical activities, of 
common-sense knowledge… and of practical organizational reasoning” are of first priority 
(Garfinkel, 1974, p. 18). The strength of early sociological studies in ethnomethodology lies 
in their assertion to, and demonstration of, the use of empirical data. In other words, they 
examined in detail observations or recordings of actual interactions taking place at any 
moment.  
As a key interest is how social activities are produced and understood, the approach 
asks “what’s going on?”.  Conversation analysis is the fine grained analysis of the “doings” 
of talk-in-interaction (Sacks, 1995; Schegloff, 1991). Conversation analysis involves how 
these interactions are interpreted by others involved in the interaction (Heritage, 1984). 
Jefferson (2004) transcription captures and details the interactional features of talk including 
pause, intonation and overlap. These transcription notations give us clues into how members 
are producing actions and responding to the talk and actions of others. Please find 
transcription notation details in Appendix A.  
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4.0 Data and Analysis 
The data presented here were collected from a study that explored young children’s 
interactions in a school playground at an inner-city government school in South-East 
Queensland, Australia. The research participants were preparatory (prep) year children, aged 
four to six years. Prep is a full-time, yet voluntary, program for children in the year before 
they attend compulsory schooling. The group consisted of 24 children, 18 boys and six girls. 
This paper examines an extended sequence of video-recorded interaction in which three 
children (Paddy, Becky and Jack) dispute “whose idea” of play category will be taken up for 
the game. The extended sequence is presented in four extracts. The extracts sequence the 
events of the dispute in relation to pivotal points in the interactional events: 1) organisation of 
play objects, 2) claims and counter claims in the dispute, 3) re-organisation of the social order 
as a new member arrives and 4) the uptake of an idea for the game. Using an 
ethnomethodological approach, the following analysis reveals that the “ideas” are claims for 
dealing with the specifics of what the play objects are and what game is to be played.  
4.1 Setting the Scene 
It is the beginning of outdoor time, a time during which the prep children go into the 
playground and choose from play items and activities to create their own games. Balls, 
hoops, material, cushions and buckets are wheeled out on trolleys from the shed by the 
designated daily outdoor helpers (two children). While the children select items from these 
trolleys to use in their games, the teacher stands back and observes the children making 
decisions about whom they will play with, where, what and how they will use the items. As 
they interact, the teacher moves around the groups of children observing and asking questions 
about their games. In this episode, Paddy and Becky are at the top of the stairs that lead to the 
bottom part of the playground. They have chosen plastic cones (witches hats), a large tunnel 
and some tennis balls. 
4.2 Organisation of play objects 
Extract 1 outlines the initial setting up and organisation of play objects between 
Paddy and Becky. Paddy and Becky place cones in a line along the top of the stairs (line 5). 
The transcript now picks up this interaction. 
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Extract 1
7 
Photo 1 insert here 1 
((Paddy puts another tennis ball on top of the cones and Becky adds 2 
another cone))  3 
Paddy: this is a ice-cream truck  4 
Paddy: DADAH ice-cream cones?  5 
Becky:      yeah. Just move this one 6 
Paddy:  wan-want the ice-cream come? They are ice-cream cones. 7 
Paddy:      th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-CREAM CONES? PICK 8 
            YOUR ICE-CREAM CONES?  9 
Paddy:      ((moves over and picks up the folded up tunnel)) 10 
Paddy:      we got this tunnel. where do you wanna put this tunnel?  11 
            ((looks at Becky))  12 
Becky:      face it back. 13 
Paddy:      huh?  14 
Becky:      facing that way that way? yeah so start all over there 15 
            and face it back  16 
Paddy:     ((moves tunnel around to face it)) 17 
Becky:      yeah so undo the thing.  18 
           ((Becky tries to untie the string to unfold the tunnel))  19 
Paddy:  ah that’s easy  20 
((Comes over to help)) 21 
((Becky and Paddy cannot undo the knot in the string, 22 
other children help but unsuccessful, Becky takes the 23 
tunnel to the teacher for assistance)). 24 
. 25 
. 26 
.  27 
Photo 2 insert here 28 
((With Becky gone, Paddy stands behind the cones)) 29 
Paddy:      ((calling loudly)) Wh-want the ice-cream cone? They are 30 
ice- cream cones. Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-CREAM TRUCK 31 
WITH ICE- CREAM CONES?  32 
Transcription note:(( Two minutes elapse during which Paddy walks 33 
down to the bottom part of the playground where Dominic and Dylan 34 
have returned and are wheeling wheelbarrows. They tell Paddy that 35 
they too are ice-cream trucks. Paddy tells them that he has a bigger 36 
ice-cream truck. He then moves back up the hill to the cones.)) 37 
 
The opening sequence in extract 1 shows Paddy and Becky organising the play 
objects by laying out the cones in a line. As they take turns to lay out the cones they appear 
to be working in unison. Paddy places the tennis balls on top of the cones and declares the 
line of cones to be “a ice-cream truck”. Mapping involves placing objects, people and 
actions into play categories (Sacks, 1995). Paddy’s announcement (lines 4-5) shows him 
“mapping” the play objects to game category of ice-cream truck. A questioning tone at the 
end presents the idea to Becky as a first pair part. As Becky brings over folded tunnel, her 
yeah (line 6), is her next turn part, is delivered quickly. Delivered this way her response is a 
minimal acknowledgement token (Jefferson, 2002) rather than an indication of strong 
agreement. Becky immediately follows with an instruction, Just move this one (line 6), 
referring to the tunnel she is holding. This is done without further acknowledgment of Paddy’s 
suggested category.  
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Paddy continues to declare the objects as the ice-cream cones, calling out, Wh-want the 
ice-cream cone? They are ice-cream cones. Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE- CREAM 
CONES? PICK YOUR ICE-CREAM CONES? (lines 7-9). Paddy picks up the folded tunnel 
and asks Becky where she wants it (line 11). In asking Becky about the tunnel, Paddy hands 
over the control of its placement to Becky.  However, his use of the pronoun we indicates he 
still sees their activity as a joint effort. In the turns that follow, Becky gives specific 
instructions to Paddy about the placement of the tunnel. The tunnel becomes a focus for the 
children as they work to undo the strings that hold it folded, however, they are unable to untie 
the tunnel. Two other children, Dominic and Dylan, try to untie it, but the tunnel remains 
fastened shut.  Becky takes the tunnel to the teacher for help (lines 22-24). This leaves Paddy 
on his own with the objects that he has made claim to and named as ice- cream cones.  
With Becky gone, Paddy returns to the cones and calls loudly, Wh-want the ice-cream 
cone? They are ice- cream cones. Th-th these are ice-cream cones. ICE-CREAM TRUCK 
WITH ICE- CREAM CONES?  (lines 30-32). He walks down to the bottom part of the 
playground where Dominic and Dylan have returned and are wheeling wheelbarrows. They tell 
Paddy that they too are ice-cream trucks. Paddy tells them that he has a bigger ice-cream truck. 
He draws on an upgrade (Heritage & Raymond, 2005) to justify his claim to the idea. He then 
moves back up the hill to where he and Becky laid out the cones. 
4.3 Claims and counter claims in the dispute  
In extract 2 the interaction continues with Paddy mapping the category of ice-cream 
truck he had consolidated in Becky’s absence. A dispute between Paddy and Becky results 
as both present a different category for the play objects.  Through claims to the idea and 
who controlled the use of particular play objects game category, ideas for the game are 
constructed as “possessitives” (Sacks, 1995) and the owner of the idea for the game is 
invoked as a resource for control of the play category in the dispute. 
Extract 2. 
Paddy:      This is a ice-cream trucks ((drag tunnel across))  38 
Becky:      This is a school  39 
Becky:      ((continues to drag tunnel with Paddy, down the stairs;    40 
Matt:       ((watching nearby comes over to the area. Kicks the 41 
            tunnel))  42 
Paddy:      no ma[tt     ] 43 
Becky:       [No it’s] the school  44 
Becky: it’s the scho:ol. (.) that’s the way do:wn ((points down  45 
       the stairs (   ) 46 
Becky: this is (.) This is the ramp (.)((turns)) put the ball  47 
       through it. 48 
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Paddy:  this is the ice-cream truck 49 
Becky:  no:? ((looks for more balls)) 50 
Paddy:  is 51 
Becky: no it’s not 52 
Paddy:  no-no-but-no-no but [I  ] ((points to items)) 53 
Becky:      [But] I made this up  54 
Photo 3 insert here 55 
Becky:     ((raises hands and places them apart over tunnel)) 56 
Paddy:  either I put those ba:lls on so I: (.) <made those up> 57 
Becky:  yeah I made this whole thi:ng up  58 
Becky: ((stands next to the tunnel; spreads her left arm in a 59 
             circular motion over the cones that are to her left  60 
             as well as the tunnel in front of her )) 61 
Paddy:  but-but I made the tunnel up too? (0.2) 62 
 b-but I had these before you. (0.4) 63 
Photo 4 insert here 64 
Paddy:       ((points)) that’s my idea (.) too so,  65 
Becky:  w[ell you- 66 
Jack:        [((runs up stairs from a game with 67 
            Nathan; touches two balls on the cones)) 68 
 
On Becky’s return with the tunnel, Paddy picks up the category of ice-cream truck 
for the play objects, consolidated during her absence. He  “maps” (Sacks, 1995) his idea 
for the use of the cones. Mapping is not simply “outlining” the play to others, rather 
mapping involves a process of categorisation that occurs in situ over the course of an 
interaction (Butler & Weatherall 2006).  Sacks (1995) observed that children frequently 
use the technique of mapping, or outlining, a game, or a set of categories, objects or actions 
that relate to a game. Children use mapping at various times in games, such as at game 
initiation, when there are changes to a game or when new members enter into the 
interaction (Sacks, 1995).  
In her response, Becky’s first contestation for the use of the play objects is 
apparent. She does not affiliate with Paddy’s idea, rather proposes a differing idea for what 
the objects represent, saying “[No it’s] the school” (line 44). At that moment, Paddy is 
instructing another child, Matt, not to knock the balls from the cones and does not respond 
to Becky. Becky repeats her idea for the use of the tunnel (line 45) in response to Paddy's 
lack of response and the overlap.  
A dispute has typically a three-part structure that involves first an event or action, 
then an oppositional move toward that action and last, a counter-action aimed at the initial 
opposition (Cromdal, 2004; Maynard, 1985). Almost any first turn of talk can be 
provocation for a dispute, however, the talk that comes in the turns that follow makes what 
has been said a disputable matter or not (Maynard, 1985; Antaki, 1994). Becky uses an 
extended turn with specification of what the play objects represent providing justification 
of her idea (lines 45-48). Her disagreement to Paddy’s idea has been clearly articulated. 
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The trajectory of Paddy’s turn is critical at this moment, as a rejection of Becky’s idea for 
the category of the play objects will make the dispute “live” (Antaki, 1994). Drawing upon 
the notion of the “next expectable event” to follow (Sacks, 1995: 497) the participants 
anticipate a response from the other that indicates the uptake or not of this idea.  
Paddy holds his position on the idea for the game by repeating, “this is the ice-
cream truck” (line 49). The dispute over the play category is apparent with Becky naming 
the tunnel as belonging to a play category of “school”, whilst Paddy maps the same tunnel 
as a part of the “ice cream truck”. Becky disagrees, using an elongated, “no:” (line 50), 
looking for more balls to demonstrate her previous turn for the use of the tunnel. At this 
point, the two members “dispute the case without the aid of a third mediating party” 
(Goodwin, 1990: 192). Paddy and Becky hold their positions and the dispute progresses 
(lines 51-52). Paddy’s repetition and a series of cut offs in the next line, “no in no-no-but-
not-no but I” (line 53), may be seen as a place marker used to occupy the conversational 
floor while he formulates his argument (Schegloff & Sacks, 1974). Paddy’s utterance at the 
end of this line, “but I”, indicates by its trajectory that a justification is to come. An 
appropriate justification might outline why his named category of an ice-cream truck 
should be taken up and used by Becky for the game. 
In overlap, Becky articulates why Paddy, should take up her game category.  
Starting with a “but” preface, Becky statement, “[but I] made this up” (line 54), is a claim 
to ownership rights that references a cognitive action as a claim to the physical play object, 
that she made up the idea to use the tunnel. Members use justifications in an attempt to end 
an argument (Eisenberg & Garvey, 1981). Becky’s justification is a claim to possession of 
intellectual property, the idea, as evidence for her position in the dispute. The indexicality 
of “this” (line 54) is accompanied by Becky’s actions of raising her hands and places them 
apart over tunnel. Her gestures here substantiate her claim as she provides evidence for her 
bid for ownership of the category that the objects will fit into.  
Paddy next challenges Becky's use of “this” to identify a component of the 
mapping of objects to play categories that he can claim to have done. Saying “either I put 
those ba:lls on so I: (.) <made those up>” (line 57), Paddy makes a counter argument 
drawing on the justification that emphasises specific components of the game including 
putting on the balls to represent ice-creams. His claimed possession and manipulation of 
the objects (the balls) in a specific way is emphasised. The issue at hand is which aspects 
of the game each member made up and the associated naming rights of the game to be 
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played. His turn is framed in the same way as Becky’s, with his justification drawing on 
the initial action of placing the balls on the cones on in the opening set-up sequence and 
not explicitly making up the idea for the game itself.  
Becky’s next turn (58) starts with a weak agreement (Pomerantz, 1984) in that it is 
structured as Yeah + disagreement. Becky continues her line of argument over topic and 
ownership of the game saying, “Yeah I made this whole thi:ng up” (line 58). This counter 
justification for her category of the game to be taken up can be seen as an upgrade. Becky 
upgrades from Paddy’s claim to have made up some part of the objects (cones and balls) to 
now claiming that the use of all aspects of the game and objects to be her idea. An upgrade 
of this kind is known as an “extreme case formulation” (Pomerantz, 1986: 221). Extreme 
case formulations are used by participants to declare the strongest case in the face of 
challenges or contradictory justifications (Pomerantz, 1986). Becky, in saying she made 
the “whole thi:ng up” (line 58), provides validation for her ultimate claim to ownership of 
the idea for the game.  Of note here is Becky’s embodiment as she uses circular motion 
over the cones that are to her left as well as the tunnel in front of her (line 60). Her 
embodied action to indicate the objects, is an attempt to strengthen her case. Her stance, 
position and gestures work together at this point to provide evidence and account for her 
claim of the “whole thi:ng”. Becky’s utterance is reference again to the cognitive action of 
making up the whole thing, the idea, and a claim that shapes how objects are mapped to 
her named category. Possessitives, according to Sacks (1995), can be used to claim 
ownership of objects and here we see Becky’s ideas being claimed as possessitives. In her 
claim to making up the idea there is an implication that the “owner of the idea” is the 
owner of the nominated game category that is to be played.  
Paddy responds with a place marker and turn-taking device saying, “But-but I made 
the tunnel up too?” (line 62). Paddy’s reference “too” could be referring to his part in the 
organisation and placement of the tunnel. Clearly prefaced for disagreement, this bid for 
attention can be heard as a first attempt of a counter argument to Becky’s custodianship of 
the tunnel. Paddy’s initial claim of ownership of the use of the tunnel does not address 
Becky’s claim that she made up the “whole thing” in the previous turn. His next turn “but-
but I had these before you” (lines 20-21), adds to his continued argument and Paddy draws 
on the right of first possession which states that because he was the first owner of the items 
and the items belong to him (Cobb-Moore et al., 2008).  
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Paddy’s next turn claims that the components of the game specifically the physical 
objects and presumably the mapping of the objects to play categories, are “his idea”. This 
implies ownership of the game, and is a counter argument to Becky’s claim of ownership 
of “the whole thi:ng” (line 58). He points to the tunnel saying “too”. The meaning of “too” 
here is unclear as it could refer to that the game is his idea or equally could refer to his part 
in making up what the objects will be used for in conjunction with Becky.  
Whilst Paddy has made a series of claims to substantiate his position as owner in 
part of the organisation and decisions about the objects, as the subsequent interaction 
shows, being owner of an idea does not automatically equate to authority or ownership of a 
game. Both children have now laid claim to the cognitive action of having an idea - 
different ones.  
The two alternative mappings have implications for the player categories and the 
play actions – is it a school or an ice-cream truck? Both children own an idea - the matter 
at hand now is which idea will be used to organise the play. “Which idea” is now the 
possessitive item in question and “which idea” is relevant in terms of ownership of the 
game.  The choice to follow one play category over another is crucial if there are opposing 
ideas for the play categories. The importance of an intersubjective understanding of what 
play objects are in the game, and the coordination of this shared understanding is the 
matter at stake for the children as this is relevant to how the action is to proceed. To have 
another play category be taken over one’s own means abandoning one’s current ideas for 
the game events. 
Extract 2 showed a series of claims and counter claims used by Paddy and Becky as 
they bid for agreement on the game category. The interaction is interrupted with the arrival 
of a new member in extract 3. 
4.4 Arrival of a new member: re-mapping of categories 
With the arrival of a new member who touches the objects that are the topic of the dispute, 
Paddy and Becky initially align with each other, and both resist giving Jack any balls. This 
new alignment makes apparent the sequential situation-specific negotiations necessary in 
the uptake of an idea for a game.  
Extract 3. 
Becky:  w[ell you- 66 
Jack:        [((runs up stairs from his game with 67 
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            Nathan; tries to take the two balls from cones))  68 
 [can I have a-  69 
Becky:  ((Moves to cones)) 70 
Jack:       [can I have a tennis ball?  71 
Becky:      [takes the balls)) 72 
Paddy  naaa?- 73 
Jack:  oh [plea:se?] ((looks up fists clenched by side; Paddy 74 
  shakes head)) 75 
Becky:     [How about] we get two((gives two balls to Paddy; 76 
Paddy:  wh:y. ((Paddy stands tapping balls together)) 77 
Photo 5 insert here 78 
Jack:      ((Jack looks at Paddy))Paddy you’re not allo:wed to  79 
Paddy:     but-but-bu-((Paddy hands Jack one ball))-if you made 80 
           (.)mine. it’s a bowling? thing.  81 
Photo 6 insert here 82 
Becky:    ((lifts and kicks tunnel))  83 
Becky:  well this is my school ((moves away))84 
85 
14 
 
Paddy and Becky continue to be locked in dispute over “which idea”, with no 
indication that either of them will back down on their position. With “no clear form of 
settlement” in sight (Goodwin, 1990: 192), it is at this point that another member, Jack, 
arrives. 
The entry of a new member into a game regularly involves remapping (Sacks, 1995; 
Butler 2008; Butler & Weatherall, 2006). With the arrival of Jack, who tries to take a ball 
(line 68) and asks, “can I have a tennis ball” (line 71), Paddy and Becky initially align with 
each other and resist giving Jack any balls. Becky physically takes the balls (line 72) and 
Paddy refuses in an elongated “naaa?-” (line 73). This new alignment makes apparent how 
the social order of a group is in a constant “state of flux” (Danby & Baker, 2000: 343, 2001). 
A moment ago Paddy and Becky were in dispute. Now, the arrival of a third party means a 
reorganisation of the social orders. “If the group is organised in a two-to-one setup, or one-
on-one, then it would be quite crucial to the members who this new candidate joins up with, 
and it could of course, be quite crucial to him who he joins up with” (Sacks, 1995: 176). As 
Jack pleades, saying “oh [plea:se?]” (line75), Becky further physically demonstrates this 
potential alignment by handing both tennis balls to Paddy referring to the two balls (line 76) . 
Jack challenges the pairs’ actions but appealing to Paddy, “Paddy you’re not allo:wed to” 
(line 79). Jack possibly refers here to the rules of sharing and the fact that the objects in the 
playground belong to all members.  
Responding to Jack’s complaint, Paddy hands one ball to Jack and says, “but-but if 
you made (.) mine” (line 80), referring to his game idea.  His action accompanies his talk in a 
way that implies that he sharing the ball is conditional to Jack playing his game. Paddy then 
takes the opportunity to change the topic of the game category saying, “it’s a bowling? 
thing.” (line 81). This change of topic from truck to bowling can be interpreted as mediating 
with the new member and remapping the game to a play category that provides more 
justification for Paddy’s claim of the ball. Handing Jack a ball and changing the idea of the 
game is a strategic move for Paddy as it is an opportunity to align with a third party 
(Maynard, 1985). The idea for a new game category is presented to Jack for his uptake. The 
game itself here is being invoked as a “possessable”.  As Sacks described with possessables, 
ownership (and thus control of the game) can be seen as negotiable and able to be used by 
another person. Similarly, Sharrock (1974) observed that others might make use of 
knowledge; this does not mean they are now the owners of the knowledge, rather they can be 
seen as “borrowing” the knowledge.  
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Paddy and Jack’s alignment is now the majority and is on display. Becky declares 
ownership of the object and re maps the play category, “well, this is my school” (line 84). 
She sees her position weakened by the new alignment of Paddy and Jack. Becky kicks at the 
tunnel and walks away in an apparent display of defeat (line 85). However, Becky remains 
nearby watching the interaction. 
Extract 3 showed the arrival of a new member to the interaction, the interaction 
continues in extract 4 with a new game presented. 
4.5 Uptake of an idea for the game  
Extract 4 shows the interaction that follows where Jack takes Paddy’s show of 
solidarity towards him, to put forward his idea for the play objects.  
Extract 4:
Jack:  no? how about-how about? we (.) do this. (.) 85 
 86 
Jack:      ((moves tunnel down stairs)) 87 
Jack:  NATHAN I’VE GOT A GOOD IDEA WHAT WE COULD DO WITH THE 88 
            ROLLING BALL  89 
Becky:     ((returns to the game space and moves over to Jack)) 90 
Paddy:  oh ye?::ah 91 
Paddy: ana-an-and= 92 
Jack:  =and it goes down there ((Jack rolls ball through   93 
       tunnel)) 94 
Paddy:  ye?:::ah. 95 
Becky:  yeah 96 
Paddy:  I got an idea AND I’VE GOT ANOTHER IDEA 97 
Jack:  what?  98 
Paddy:  I’ll put these on the side so it won’t fall off?  99 
Becky: ye:ah ((Becky places ball into tunnel))100 
 
At a point in time when two parties are in dispute, Jack offers the promise of an 
alternate suggestion of what to play (line 85).  Using a pre-announcement (Schegloff, 1980), 
Jack’s turn is a new mapping of the use of the objects and consequently a new category for 
the game. The preface “how about” (line 85) places an interactional object in play, making an 
utterance strongly designed for a yes answer (Heritage, 2002). In this way, Jack frames his 
idea frames as a suggestion rather than an assertion. Which idea for the game category and 
use of the objects will be taken up by the others is the matter hand within the group. Framing 
a new idea as a suggestion at this point may have significant implications for successful 
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uptake of the idea by others. 
Before announcing his new idea, Jack seeks out alignment and support for his new 
idea from probable sympathetic party, his friend Nathan, with whom he was playing earlier. 
His new idea and suggested change for the game category is multi modal as he embodies 
rolling of the balls. His embodied action works to show other members how to join in with 
playing his game. 
This change the topic and activity of playing a new game presents Paddy and Becky, 
as disputing parties, an opportunity to side with Jack. Jack’s bid for the idea for the play 
category enables him the chance to consolidate a majority stake hold in the game. As Sacks 
(1995), observed in his study of the discussions of hot-rodders by teenagers in therapy 
sessions it is in the best interests of members of the group to align and join with another or 
others in the group. In so doing, a majority may be formed within the group. Indicating an 
alignment to the leader is desirable as the leader of the majority is “the most powerful” 
member of the group as a whole, and the one who is most likely to get ideas carried out 
(Sacks, 1995: 170). Here, Paddy’s elongated response to Jack, “Oh ye?::ah.” (line 91), 
displays his agreement of Jack’s display of game activity, as well as his affiliation. He repeats 
his positive assertion (line 95) and Becky shows agreement (line 96). 
The interaction that follows makes evident how a game is built and controlled by a 
number of players, with each contributing ideas.  Paddy’s response and immediate 
reformulation with insertion of the prefix “another” (line 97) makes his turn hearable as a 
potential complement, not as a replacement for what has been offered so far. Jack’s “what” 
(line 98) here is a second pair part or a go-ahead to Paddy’s preannouncement.  Contributing 
to the arrangement of the play objects Paddy’s turn is two fold: First, Paddy displays his 
affiliation to Jack’s idea by mapping the play objects to suit Jack’s game. Second, Paddy 
displays his role of part stakeholder and some ownership of the game category being played. 
Packaged as “another idea” highlights how Paddy’s claim to an idea is a social action, and is 
used as resource in situation-specific ways for situation-specific purposes. The resulting game 
that is played has been jointly negotiated by the members. Becky too shows her affiliation 
with the new game category saying, “yeah” (line 100) and embodies this affiliation by rolling 
balls in the tunnel. 
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5.0 Concluding discussion 
Focussing on a dispute about the category for the game the children will play, analysis 
highlighted how the participants invoked play ideas as their own possessions in attempts to 
manage and control the unfolding play. Within the context of this common space, the 
playground, the concept of “owner of the idea” was invoked as the play unfolded, however, 
the owner of the idea for the game was not upheld as an influential and powerful position. 
When children used this phrase, they claimed ownership, however, a claim to ownership of 
the idea was not straightforward and did not result in being owner of the game. Rather, it was 
the uptake of the game and the use of the play objects by others that led to whether the idea 
was upheld. The interaction that followed focussed on the issue of mapping the play objects 
onto categories of play.  
In claiming ownership, Sacks’ discussion on possessitives provided an analytical 
basis for understanding does not explicitly discuss the notion of ideas.  The children, claimed 
possession of material objects to challenge claims of possession of an idea as one way 
ownership of a game was disputed. Making references to ideas to justify social actions, drew 
on notions of ideas as possessitives. These possessitives were used in situation specific ways 
in their the sequence of claims and counter claims invoking ownership of an idea is a way of 
bidding for ownership of a game, however, analysis also showed that having an idea, and 
being known to be owner of an idea, did not necessarily achieve their social ends.  
The array of potential possessitives and possessables is indefinite in principle, but 
heavily context-dependent. Rather than a simple claim of ownership that resulted in authority, 
the analysis showed that the negotiation of such a position is accomplished in context-
specific ways and for context-specific purposes. What is evident here is that anyone can have 
an idea, and own it, but what matters is whether others affiliate with that idea. In other words, 
the “owner of an idea” does not automatically mean authority or ownership of a game. Whilst 
invoking ownership of an idea is a way of bidding for ownership of a game, the ongoing 
dispute remained an issue of mapping the play objects onto categories of play. Ownership 
and uptake of a game is therefore, an achieved status, achieved interactionally or not. The 
context and negotiation of authority changed in the unfolding interaction according to how 
others aligned with an idea and whether that idea was used as the basis of the game 
An idea is a “hearably cognitive” (Bysouth, 2009) item. In other words, the term 
“idea” refers to the cognitive production and verbalisation of what has been thought of in 
one’s mind.  Conversation analysts typically treat interaction and cognition as different items 
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(Edwards, 1999) and it is not the aim of this paper to solve this divide. Rather, this paper 
hopes to provide this field with a small insight into a possible relationship between cognition 
and interaction by offering an example of how ideas can be understood as “interactional 
objects”, not as a “cognitive state” (Koole, 2010: 184). In this understanding, cognition is 
thought of as being a partly publically demonstrable state (Bysouth, 2009). Opening up 
further investigations for understandings of the practical relationship between interaction and 
claims to mental states, this paper showed how members made reference to a cognitive 
product, an idea, and used it in their management of their interactions with others.  
Ideas are typically considered as intellectual property, and so it might follow that 
claims to ownership of idea are claims to intellectual property rights. In this understanding, 
playgrounds become a site ripe for the contestation of ownership of intellectual property. 
While claiming ownership of an idea in the playground infers ownership for the idea of the 
game and the interactional matters that follow, analysis here highlights that how ideas are 
taken up in games by others is crucial to children’s interactional matters. Entitlement over 
people, objects and the decisions of the shared interactional space, did not occur 
unproblematically. The interaction that was required to firm up an agreed game category in 
this shared space meant that the value of ideas and the children’s own intellectual property as 
a commodity was weakened. Material objects were used to counter the claims to the ideas, 
and the game category as a possessable item was significant.  
Opie (1993) identifies the expression “I made it up” as one that is almost certain to 
misunderstood by an adult, in that “probably memory is the same as creation in a child’s 
mind” (p.4). Investigating this phrase, this paper illustrated the how “intricate and complex” 
the social orders of children can be (Danby & Baker, 2000: 91). The social work that children 
engage in during their negotiations in setting up, planning and making decisions over what 
was to be played were explicated in this paper. The interactional work of children as they 
negotiate and which game will be played, showed children’s “communicative competence” 
(Danby, 2002) . The analysis presented here showed that children’s interactions involved 
intricate negotiation and strategic moves in deciding “whose idea” would be used. It is the 
situated details of what, how and for what apparent purpose objects are being claimed and 
hence managed as possessitives that was of interest. In so doing, this paper has enabled a 
glimpse of the complex social organisation of peer group life.  
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Appendix A: Transcription Notation 
Conversational data has been transcribed using the system developed by Gail Jefferson 
(2004). The following notational features were used in the transcript. 
The following punctuation marks depict the characteristics of speech production, not the 
conventions of grammar. 
 
did.  a full stop indicates a stopping fall in tone
here,  a comma indicates a continuing intonation
hey?  a question mark indicates a rising intonation
together!  an exclamation mark indicates an animated tone
you  underline indicates emphasis
¿  an inverted question mark indicates slightly rising intonation
HEY  shouted speech 
°hey°  quiet speech 
(        )  the talk is not audible
(house)  transcribers guess for the talk
. 
. 
. 
 
 
a vertical ellipse indicates that intervening turns at talk have been omitted 
(0.3)  number in second and tenths of a second indicates the length of an interval 
So:::rry  colon represents a sound stretch
Dr‐dirt  a single dash indicates a noticeable cut off of the prior word or sound 
hhh  indicates an out‐breath
.hhh  a dot prior to h indicates an in‐breath
[hello]  brackets indicate overlapped speech
<stop >  speech is delivered slower than normal
>come<  speech is delivered faster than normal
((angry))  indicates a change in normal speech production and nature of it  
   
 
